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REMARKS 

Claims 77-81 remain pending in the application. Tlie prior ground of rejection of 
claims 77 and 79 as being anticipated by Munk has been withdrawn, and twentv-five 
new grounds of rejection of the five pending claims have been entered. The 25 
grounds of rejection appear to cover every possible combination and permutation of 
U.S. Patents to Hines, Schlom et a!., Foster-Pegg, Miller, and Munk, British patent to 
Bronicki et al., and publications of Kolp et al., Foster-Pegg, DeLucia et aL, and EPRI as 
listed in the PTO-892. These grounds of rejection are traversed. 

The outstanding Office action is not in compliance with MPEP § 706.02, as the prior 
art rejections are not confined strictly to the best available art, but are cumulative and 
needlessly prolix. For example, claims 77-80 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as 
being anticipated by Kolp et al.. and claims 77-80 also stand rejected under 35 U,S.C, § 
103 as being unpatentable over Kolp et aK in view of EPRI, and over Kolp et al. in view 
of Schlom et al. and over Kolp et al, in view of HInes, and claims 77-81 are further 
rejected as being unpatentable over Kolp et al, in view of Munk and Kolp et al, in view 
of Hines and Munk. As such, the Office action presents an unnecessary and undue 
burden on Applicant In responding to 25 different grounds of rejection of five claims 
presented. According to the MPEP, cumulative or redundant grounds of rejection are to 
be avoided. 

The rejections of claims 77 and 79 as being anticipated by the Foster-Pegg article, 
claims 77-80 as being anticipated by Miller, Bronicki, Kolp et al. and DeLucia et al., 
claims 77. 79 and 81 as being unpatentable over Foster-Pegg article in view of Munk, 
claims 77-80 as being unpatentable over Hines in view of Kolp et al., Kolp et al. In view 
of EPRI, Kolp et al. in view Schlom et al., DeLucia et al in view Schlom et al, DeLucia et 
al in view of EPRI, Bronicki et al in view of Schlom et al, Foster-Pegg article in view of 
EPRI, and the rejection of claims 77-81 as being unpatentable over Miller In view of 
Munk, Bronicki et al in view of Munk, Kolp et al in view of Munk, Kolp et al in view of 
EPRI and Munk, Kolp et al in view of Schlom et al and Munk, DeLucia et al in view of 
Munk, DeLucia et al in view Schlom et al and Munk, DeLucia et al in view of EPRI and 
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Munk, Mines in view of Kolp et al and MunK, Bronicki et al in view Schlom et al and 
MunK and Foster-Pegg article in view of EPRI and Munk, are respectfully traversed. 

Miller discloses a gas turbine having a compressor divided into two or more stages, 
as shown in Figs. 2 and 3, with adiabatic Intercooiing between the stages. Kolp et al 
and Foster-Pegg are described in the specification. The Munk reference has been 
described In Applicant's prior response. None of Miller, Kolp et aL, Foster-Pegg, 
Foster-Pegg article, DeLucia, EPRI, Bronicki et al, Schlom et al, or Mines, disclose or 
suggest a gas turbine system having a supercharging subsystem and at least one 
fogger located upstream of a gas turbine subsystem input arrstream, wherein the gas 
turbine system is operated to provide maximum generator design rated output at 
summer-peaking temperatures as set forth in sole independent claim 77. 

As shown in Fig. 1 , gas turbines and associated generators are rated based on 
turbine capacity at 40 to 50 degrees F inlet air temperature, such that the generators 
are designed (i.e. . sized) to have maximum output at 59 degrees F. As ambient 
temperature rises to summer-peaking conditions, the output of the system decreases. 
According to the present invention, a combination of a supercharging subsystem and a 
fogger are provided to a gas turi^ine system to enable the system to achieve maximum 
power output at summer-peaking conditions, see Fig. 6 and pp. 14-15 of the 
specification. 

None of the prior art references relied upon in the prolix grounds of rejection 
teaches such operation. Each of the prior art references may disclose the use of either 
supercharging or inlet air cooling to increase power output, but in each case the 
increased power output would simply raise the curve shown in Fig. 1 , and not change 
the shape of the curve, as shown in Fig. 6 for example, according to the present 
invention. 

As a result, none of the prior art references is able to increase the power output 
from a gas turbine system at high ambient temperatures other than by simply increasing 
the size of the components of the system. See , ejg., Miller at coL 8. 1. 75 to col. 9, 1. 4. 
Munk also fails to disclose such operation. Merely because Munk may disclose th us 
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of a microprocessor as asserted in the Office action, does not mean that Munk 
discloses operation of a gas turbine system to achieve maximum design rated output at 
summer-peal^ing temperatures. In contrast, the present invention as set forth in claim 
77 is able to obtain increased power output at high ambient temperatures without 
increasing the sizing of system components beyond their maximum design rated output, 
which as shoy/m in Fig. 1 is designed for maximum output at low ambient temperatures 

between 40 - 60 degrees F. 

Because none of the prior art references discloses a system as set forth in claim 77, 
no combination of such references would result in such a system. Since claims 78-81 
depend from claim 77, they include all the limitations of claim 77 and also cannot be 
anticipated or rendered obvious by any combination of the prior art of record. 

In view of the foregoing amendment and remarks, further and favorable 
reconsideration of this application, withdrawal of all outstanding grounds of rejection, 
and the issuance of a Notice of Allowance are earnestly solicited. 
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